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THE APPROACH REUNION 
XI. THE CHURCH AND UNITY 


Perhaps the time has come in the course of these articles when 
we should stop and ask ourselves whether or not there is any 
agreement between Christians at all, even about the subject we 
are discussing. It is too often assumed that we all mean the same 
thing by the words Church’ and Unity In fact there ts a_ 
great variety of ways in which the word * Church © is used, and 
a corresponding variety of views upon what constitutes unity. 
_And it is surely a very obvious thing to say that, if we are not 
at one in the goal we have in view, we cannot possibly be at one 
when we get there ! 

‘In the’ New Testament the word ~~ Church’ is used m three 
ways only, to denote “ The Body of Christ '’, the whole body of 
Christian people, and the local congregation. Each church, in 
the sense of the local congregation, is part of the whole Church, 
and represents the whole Church in each geographical area. This 
is the oly way in which the plural word ~ churclies "is used in 
the New Testament. Thgre is nothing comparable with our 
modern misuse of the word, as, for example, in © The British 
Council of Churches '’, meaning denominations or communions 


separated from one another, and each claiming to be a Church. 
The New Testament knows of only one Church, and to be a 
Christian meant to be within the one visible Church. 


ASSUMPTION OF ExcLUsIVE CLAIMS | 
There are still two groups of Christians who may be said theo- 
retically to have no problem of reunion at all. The first of these 
includes both the Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches, 
as each claims to be the Church. The doctrine of the Church here 
is that at each schism of the Church there remained one part 
which was the Church, and another part which was not. This 
doctrine rests upon an assumption, yet to be proved to the rest. 
of Christendom, that membership of the true Church is confined 
to those who are in communion with one particular See. It ts 
certainly not an obvious or logical deduction. If you cut an 
apple in half you cannot say that either half is the apple and 
the other is not. And even supposing you do, you are still 
hard put to it to claim that it has not lost any of its wholeness. 
We believe that such a condition of unity represents a lower idea 
of the unity of the Church than that for which Christ prayed. 
It is only fair to add, however, that Roman Catholics and Eastern 
Orthodox Christians are conscious of the fact that Christians not 
of their Communion are in some sense members of Christ's Holy 
Church, even though, in theory, reunion for them means only a 
return of all others to the one true Church. And there is among 
them a deep desire for a united Christendom which finds expres- 
sion in activity and words other than the blunt invitation to 
return to the Church. 


THE Opposite EXTREME 


Then at the opposite extreme there is the doctrine which may 
be said to be typical of Protestantism. This is that all Christians 
are in some sense members of the Church. Visible unity does not 
matter, nor does separation, since the only thing of importance 
is the relation of the individual soul to God. The visible Church 
or “‘ Churches ’’ where they exist are thus the man-made organi- 
zation of individual believers. The Catholic (and, we believe, 
the primitive) order had been: Christ—the Church—faithful 
individuals. The Protestant doctrine changed this to: Christ— 
the faithful individual—the Church. The Church was not, to 
them, something God-given and essential, existing before and 
apart from the Christians who were members of it, but something 
man-made and strictly unessential. There was thus no sense of 
sin about schism (the act of cutting oneself away from the rest 
of the Church), and no sense of the sin of disunity. 

We are aware that it may be replied that this view misunder- 
stands or misrepresents the Protestant doctrine of the Church, 
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and this may be true ; whether it does or not we must leave until 
a later article. But we can say with certainty that the doctrine 
outlined above has existed within Protestantism, and indeed 
within the Anglican Communion, and it is of academic interest 
only to say that Luther or Calvin taught no such doctrine, for 
we are concerned here with doctrines as they are. As far as 
british Nonconformity is concerned it is certainly true to say | 
that all its denominations have thought along these lines at some 
time or another. The fact that there is a problem of reunion and 
that there has been schism is evidence of this. Even the highly- 
developed idea of churchmanship among Presbyterians and some 
others was not so much from a theological idea of the Church as 
the God-given sphere of redemption, as from the purely human 
ideas of discipline. It is shown too by the fact that the interest 
of Nonconformists in reunion is a comparatively recent thing. 


The fact that there is such interest does show, however, that 
there has been some modification of the classical Protestant 
doctrine of the Church within ‘the ranks of Nonconformity, and ~~ 
there are signs of a search for the truth of the doctrine of the 
Church, and of the nature of Catholicity, Apostolicity and Unity. 
On the other hand, we are bound to admit that much of the 
apparent modification of the extreme Protestant view and much 
of the zeal for reunion display ed by some Nonconformists arise 
not so much from a growing appreciation of the Catholic theology 
of the Church as from the motive of expediency, particularly from 
the desire to persuade all Christians to get together into one 
organization in order to withstand better the growing threat of 
secularist forces in the world, or to cut a more impressive figure 
in the Mission Field. That is, it is a desire for unity on utilitarian 
grounds. Nor must we blind ourselves to the fact that such 
desires are not confined to Nonconformists; there are many 
influential people within the Anglican Communion who think 


along the same lines. 


THE EXPLODED BomB”’ THEORIES 


There are two main types of reunion effort arising from this 
modification of the Protestant doctrine of the Church. Both of 
them think of the divided Church as an exploded bomb in which 
all the parts are equally parts of the Church. They both recog-. 
nize that the parts have got rather bent by the explosion so that 
they will not fit together easily. The first kind of effort ignores 
this, and-says that all that is necessary is to provide a new “ casing’ 
in which all the parts, bent and separate still, can rattle happily 
about together. Thus some kind of loose federation is frequently 
advocated in which the separate Communions continue in their 
separation, and it ts said-that in this way they will grow towards 
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greater unity. This is the basis of the Oecumenical Movement, 
and if this were all it would not be open to objection, as the 
leaders of the movement do state that there is no intention of 
regarding such a federation as a united Church in any sense. 
Nevertheless, the danger of so doing is there, and there are not a 
few Anglicans of importance whose conception of the Church and 
of its unity seems to be moulded along the lines of this Oecumen- 
ism. But the Amsterdam Conference revealed—if it was not 
already apparent—what a deep cleavage there was among its 
members as to the nature of the Church, and that, valuable as such 
Conferences might be in the fostering of greater understanding 
between Christians, there was no real unity along such a path in 
itself, as the differences still remain. 

Many do realize this and so the second kind of effort takes 
more drastic measures about actually piecing the fragments to- 
gether. It realizes that the “ bends” in the fragmented parts— 
the principles which have made and still make the separate 
Communions into separate Communions— prevent the parts from 
being put together as they are into one true organization with any | 
semblance of unity, andso they must be made to fit. So the bends 
_ are hammered out by man. This means that those principles 
which are characteristic of Anglicanism, for example, must be 
sacrificed to suit those who have separated from Anglicanism 
because of them. In this way a measure of agreement is reached, 
a Highest Common Factor of all the systems of belief brought into 
one system. This is to put it in its best light. It is hoped to show 
in a subsequent article that such a process is in fact a much more 
positive one than this suggests. It is true that some measure of 
unity is achieved, as in South India, but we believe that the price 
of it is too high in that some essential points of Catholic Faithand . 
Order are sacrificed. In fact, the * wholeness ’’ of the Faith is 
destroyed by such means ; and it ts difficult to see how such a 
destruction can contribute to the recovery of that primitive 
wholeness in which true unity consists. +3 


THE Richt Way To Unity 

There is another way, however, which we believe to be the 
right one. It starts from the conviction that the Church of 
‘Christ is a God-given thing, with a wholeness of its own, a whole- 
ness of Faith and Order which exists, so to speak, independently 
of us. And so it cannot be made by man ; it can only be sought 
and found by him. And the only place in which it can-be found 
is in God the Originator. So we believe that the right way to 
unity is not so much a matter of man’s trying to bend and shape 
the fragmented parts so as to fit them together, but of returning 
them all to the Crucible of God, there to be refashioned according 


to His plan. 
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This is not to say that we can have'no knowledge of what a — 
Church, united in the way that God wills, will be like. We 


believe that there is a God-given plan, as a foundation, which is 


an expression of the Truth revealed to us in and through Jesus ~ 


Christ. We can find this plan in the undivided Church of the 
first few centuries. And it is summed up for us in the 
four-fold statement of the Holy Scriptures, the Creeds, the 
Sacraments and the Sacred Ministry. The Holy Scriptures as 
the written word of God revealed by the Word made Flesh: the 
Creeds as the Divinely. authorized tradition by which the Scrip- 
tures are to be interpreted: the Sacraments as the way in which 
the Divine Life flows in and:+through the whole Body and its 
members : the Sacred Ministry as the Divinely-appointed means 

_ of safeguarding the Faith and Order, as the bond of unity. This 
is the whole point of the Lambeth Quadrilateral as a basis of unity. 
Not four separate bargaining points, but one four-fold foundation 
upon which alone, we believe, God can build His Church. 


Its .DIFFICULTY 


This belief about the nature of the Church and its unity is 
the hardest of all to put into practice: partly because it repre- 
sents a higher ideal of unity than the others we have considered : 
partly because it is always easier to follow human plans than 
Divine: and partly because it-render$ us liable to the accusation 
that we are not really concerned about unity, or that all we do is 
to criticize schemes of reunion, But this is the price that we have 
to pay for doing what we believe to be God's will for His Church, 
‘Tather than acquiesce in man’s will for it. This too is why we 
believe prayer to be the most powerful fusing force, artd the most 
potent means of working for reunion. For if we are all seeking 
Him who is the Truth, and growing nearer to Him who is the 
Truth, we are bound to meet in*Him in. His time, united by a life 
in the Truth rather than by the bond of a patchwork scheme. 
In this connection it is important for us to remember that our 
Lord’s prayer for His Church “ that they may be one ’’ is joined 
inseparably to His prayer that the Father will * sanctify them in 
Thy Truth ’’. No part of the Christian Church can claim that all 
its members are here and now sanctified in the Truth. It is there- 
fore not surprising that we have not yet found true unity, for sin 
and disunity go hand in hand. The Church is.One and the Church 
is Holy. Yet in another sense the members of the Church are far 
from. holy as individuals, and correspondingly they are not one. 


Yet just as the work of our sanctification is God’s work, so the 
-_ werk of our unification is His. Our work is to let Him have His 


way, with us as individuals and as the Church, and not to hinder 
Him by wanting our own way with Him, however praiseworthy 
our schemes and efforts may seem by human standards. 

L. F. CuHapp. 
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AMERICAN POINT VIEW 


Tuis Report from the Committee of the Bishop of Derby is not 
a plan for reunion, but an exploration of the matters involved if 
the Evangelical Free Churches in England should accept the 

roposal of His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury made in his 
Cambridge University sermon of November 3, 1946, and take 
into their churches the institution of episcopacy so that inter- 
communion could become a reality. The Report confines itself 
to this aim, but inevitably it does suggest a wider picture of 
reunion itself. 


NOTHING NEW 


(1) There is nothing really very new m this Report: It 1s a 
re-statement of the problems which have been faced by Anglicans 


throughout their Communion sfhee 1920, and of the ideas which | 


Anglicans have voiced since 1886. It is the customary Anglican 
approach on the basis of the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral 
coupled with a discussion of ministerial questions arising out of 
the fourth article of the Quadrilateral. The issues are sharpened, 

however, and have been clarified by thirty years of controversy 
and the vast library of scholarship created by that controversy. 

The problem is the same one which faced Lambeth 1920. But 
the phrasing and definition have matured from the theological 
adolescence of The Appeal to All Christian People. The Report 


does not contribute much that is new to the reunion-problem. 


Its chief value is rather—atmospheric. It poses a moment of 
equilibrium in the Anglican resolution of reunion ideas. But 
to the American Episcopal Church, exhausted ecumenically from 
a nine year controversy regarding reunion with the Presbyterians, 
it affords little challenge to take up again the task. The American 
Episcopal Church said just about the same things as this Report 
in its Statement on Faith and Order approved by Lambeth 1948. 
The American Episcopal Church said it so clearly that now nobody 
wants to unite with her. Possibly the same Rachel-in-Rama 
experience awaits the Church of England. 


THE DOcTRINE OF “ INTERNAL SCHISM ” 


(2) The one valuable theological contribution of the Report 
which offers a future line of profitable discussion is the definite 
assertion in Chapter II of the doctrine of “ internal schism ”’ 
The other statements in this chapter on the nature of the Church 
are valuable, but they do not represent much advance in thinking 


over the recent report on the identical subject by the Faith and 
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Order Commission of the World Council of Churches. They are 
part of the ecumenical shop-talk of the present moment. Their 
‘ Amsterdamy "' quality would seem to suggest that no matter 
where one goes these days “ to talk ecumenical "’, one finds the 
same individuals writing the same ideas under different auspices. 
There has developed a group of ecumenic al specialists with a 
specialist's patois. Yet the discussion of “ internal schism "’ gives 
this Report a unique value, and offers a suggestion which should 
be worth pursuing. Catholics have never been too keen on this 
doctrine and have suspected its theological validity. Yet it would 
seem to be the only possible way of making sense out of the 
divisions of Christendom, and in the final analysis the only 
justification for Anghcan claims, Anglicanism will have to choose 
between “internal schism or the 1948 Lambeth “ Anglican 
death-wish "—" let us lose ourselves in a larger episcopal. com- 
munion.”” The Report does not specify at what point or degree 

_  defectiveness of faith, order , or discipline changes internal schism 
ee into invalid heterodoxy. “he determination of that.degree might. 
Bs well be the agenda for this and other reunion chats. Every other 
line of approach has been made and has ended in a cul-de-sac. 


FACILE AGREEMENT 


(3) The facile agreement on matters of faith seems to an Ameri- 
can ingenuously optimistic. Certainly it would not be possible 
. for an American Anglican and the Amefican counterparts of these 
t iEnglish Evangelical Free Churches to come to any such happy 
‘conclusions. Is there really this gap between American and 
_-English Protestants in their thinking-? Or is the gap between 
the leaders of English Protestantism and the laity of English 
, ... Protestantism? Ina sense the most interesting English reaction 
to this Report will not be that of the Anglican public, but that of 

, the Protestant public. 


A POLITIC AL MANOEUVRE ? naa 


(4) To an American; the Re port seems to move in a circular” 
rather than a linear line of argumentation. The Arc hbishop m 
his sermon stated that his proposal avoided constitutional union 
because the State connections of the Church of England raise 
certain insuperable legal barriers. The Report explores the imphi- 
cations of the proposal and finds that it would be acceptable only 
as a temporary stage on the way to eventual organic unign. It is 
not said, in fact it is studiously avoided, but the only inference 
remains that the Archbishop's proposal would only be acceptable 
in terms of the disestablishment of the Church of England. But 
even an American could not be so provincial as to imagine that 
this pre-condition of acceptability is even a remote possibility. 
| One cannot help but see here the fine handiwork of a certain tvpe 
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of thinking in the Church of England which bases co-operation 
—avall matters, whether reunion, canon law reform, or prayer book 
revision, upon the act of disestablishment. It is a clever political 
manoeuvre which Americans can appreciate, but where do we 


vo trom here / 


FUNDAMENTAL UNREALITY 


(5) Finally, His Grace's proposal itself. The suggestion that 
by taking episcopacy, even with agreed safeguards of faith and 
order, one. could create a situation in which intercommunion 
could exist has about it a fundamental unreality. Constant 
reference is made to the aJeged analogies already existing in the 
intercommunion of varving degrees with the Old Catholics. of Us 
Utrecht Union, the National Church of Sweden, the Evangelica 
State Lutheran Church of Finland, and the Churches of Latvia 
and Estoma. The use of these analogies is the really chic 
element of post Lambeth ecumenicity. A casual refere nee to 
Anglican-Estonian limited intercommunion places one directly: 
into the ecclesiastical know-all. But the possession by the Old 
Cathohes and the Swedes of anambroken historic episcopate, the 
possession by the Finns of an unbroken, broken, and partially 
restored historic episcopate, the possession by the Estonians of 
a conterred historic episcopate, and the possession anc then 
rejection by the Latvians of an historic episcopate is not only a 
fact, but implies also a long tradition of theological, disciplinary, 
and liturgical life which just as much as the fact of episcopacy 
makes possible an intercommunion, Tt is the tradition of aposto 
hieity deriving from the fact of episcopacy which makes possible 
the communion of catholicitv. Can this be imported mechani 
cally and ipso facto into the Free Churches with an historic tradi- 
tion based upon the rejection of episcopacy ? Can one créate 
the tradition of apostolicity by tiat.? This indeed seems to be a 
magic al view of the efficacy of the sae rament of Holy Orders. 

A tradition will begin to-morrow at noon’ read a notice on the 
bulletin board of a newly founded American colleges -‘ How 
naive, remarked an English visitor from the antique halls by 
the Cam. With all due, respect to our English brethren, an 
American is tempted to make the-same retort. 

Lovis A. HASELMAYER. 


| 


Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Faith and Unity, which may commence at any time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 
Receipts for amounts under ten.shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. 


Printed at the Church Army Press, Cowley, Oxford, England. 112906 


